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COMPLETED 
U.S. Department of the Interior 
Bureau of land Management 
Rock Springs District Office 
Green River Resource Area 
HS RESOURCES, INC. 
August 1995 
NATURAL GAS EXPLORATION PROJECT 
FINDING OF NO SIGNIFICANT IMPACT 
DECISION RECORD 
The Bureau of Land Management is rcsponsihle for the balanced manag\!ment o f the public lands and resources 
and thei r \'arious values so thai they arc conside red in a combination that will best serve the needs of the 
American people. Manag.ement is ba!'cd upon the principles of multiple use and sustained yie ld: a combination 
of uses thai take into account the long-term needs of fUlure generations for renewable and nonrenewable 
resources . These resources include rec reation . range. limber. mineral s, watershed. fi sh and wildlife . 
wilderness. and natural. scen ic . scumtific . and cullural values. 
\\'Y -O-I8· t:A9~·OS6 
Dear Reader: 
United States Department of the Interior 
BUREAlJ OF LAND MANAGEMENT 
Green River Resource Area 
1993 Dewar Drive 
Rock Springs. Wyoming 82901 
August 4 , 1995 
1792 (420) 
HS Resources 
The enclosed Finding of No Significant Impact and Decision Record describes the Bureau of 
Land Management' s (BLM) decision for the HS Resources, Inc. Natural Gas Exploration Project 
Environmental Assessment (EA). The decision is to approve HS Resources' proposal to drill 
three exploratory wells in the Essex Mountain area: one discovery, one confirmation, and one 
delineation well. The decision is based on the EA and comments received and is subject to the 
identified mitigation measures and monitoring requirements outlined in Appendix A. This 
decision is subject to appeal as explained in the decision. 
The HS Resources Exploration Project EA was released to the public on June 20, 1995. Public 
comments were accepted through July 10, 1995. The BLM received six comment letters during 
the comment period. A summary of comments and BLM's response are contained in Appendix 
B. Public comments did not necessitate a revision of the EA. 
The EA, prepared by the BLM. fulfills the requirements of the National Environmental Policy 
Act of 1969, as amended. The proposed action is in conformance with the Green River Resource 
Area' s Big Sandy Management Framework Plan (April 1982) and the Big Sandy Oil and Gas 
Environmental Assessment (June 1982). 
The BLM appreciates public involvement during the environmental analysis process. Public 
involvement greatly enhances the integrity ofBLM's decisions. If you have any questions, please 
contact me at (307) 362-6422. 
G1cerelY, -it/1/(//.#-Area Manager 
ASSISTANT 
DECISION RECORD 
AND 
FINDING OF NO SIGNIFICANT IMPACT 
FOR 
HSRESOURCESINCORPORATED 
NATURAL GAS EXPLORATION PROJECT 
SUMMARY OF US RESOURCES' DEVELOPMENT PROPOSAL 
HS Resources Incorporated and Lario Oil and Gas Company (HS Resources) propose to drill 
three natural gas exploration wells (one discovery, one confirmation, and one delineation well) 
on public lands in the Essex Mountain area located east of the Sand Dunes Wilderness Study 
Area (WSA) in Sweetwater County, Wyoming (see Maps I-I and 1-2). These public lands are 
administered by the Green River Resource Area (GRRA), Rock Springs District of the Bureau 
of Land Management. 
Drilling these wells would aid in determining wheth~r economically recoverable gas reserves are 
present in the area and the location and size of these reserves. The wells would be located on 
a one per section (640-acre) spacing for drilling in and production from the Frontier, Dakota, and 
Morrison Formations. If the first well proves to be nonproductive, the confirmation and 
delineation wells may not be drilled. However, if the three wells are all determined to be 
economically productive, further development in the area could occur. Further drilling and 
production operations beyond these three wells would not occur until a field development 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) has been completed. The EIS would incorporate a 
coordinated, comprehensive resource management plan for the Steamboat Mountain area and the 
Greater Sand Dunes Area of Critical Environmental Concern (ACEC) to accommodate oil and 
gas development, and management of unique habitat and resources. 
DECISION 
It is my decision to approve the natural gas exploration development as proposed (see EA 
Chapter 2) by HS Resources in the HS Resources Natural Gas Exploration Project 
Environmental Assessment (EA). Approval allows the authorization of necessary permits and 
rights-of-way on public lands administered by the BLM. 
Project components include: 
o Construction, drilling, completion, production, routine operation, and reclamation 
of up to three exploratory natural gas wells (see EA Sections 2.1.2 through 2.1.5). 
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Map 1.1 
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General Location of the US Natural Gas Exploration Project, Sweetwater 
County. Wyoming. 1995. 
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Project Area, HS Natural Gas Exploration Project, Sweetwater County. 
Wyoming. 1995. 
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o 
o 
Placement of surface facilities such as tanks, separators, dehydration units, and 
other equipment needed to produce natural gas for the life of the project. 
Temporary surface water pipeline for drilling activities and construction of 4.0 
miles of 2- to 6-inch diameter surface natural gas pipelines (see Map 1.2) for 
:lathering natural gas. 
o Access via 5.8 miles of existing improved and unimproved roads (of ',vhich 1.8 
miles would be upgraded) and construction of 1.6 miles of new road would be 
authorized to allow the lesse, access to their individual leases as described in the 
Proposed Action (see EA Section 2.1.2.2). 
Approval of these facilities is conditioned upon and subject to the following administrative 
requirements: 
o Before authorization of individual actions, HS Resources must submit to the 
GRRA authorized officer the following plans: Spill Prevention Control and 
Countermeasures Plan for each well (in accordance with 40 CFR 112.3) including 
a spill response plan (for oil/condensate), and an emergency response plan. 
o 
o 
Should Wells #7 and #3 be drilled, final location of the well sites, access road 
placement, gathering pipeline segment, or other facility will be evaluated through 
a site-!lpecific EA in accordance with the BLM National Environmental Policy Act 
Handbook (H-1790-1). 
HS Resources will implement the resource protection, mitigation, and monitoring 
measures found in Appendix A. Monitoring inspections ct'Oducted by BLM and 
HS Resources will be based upon these requirements and will be applied to all 
surface disturbing or other construction activities (i.e., placement of surface 
pipelines). The BLM will conduct monitoring inspections of construction and 
rehabilitation operations through a compliance officer or team effort to ensure that 
these measures are effectively implemented. Mitigatioll and monitoring measures 
could be ",odified by the authorized officer as necessary to further minimize 
impacts. Final requirements will be determined upon the results of on-site 
inspections by BLM, HS Resources personnel, and others if deemed necessary. 
In addition, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service has given BLM verbal concurrence in the 
assessment that the project, as described in Chapter 2 of the EA, is not likely to affect the 
endangered bald eagle, black-footed ferret, peregrine falcon, or whooping crane. Surveys will 
be conducted to determine the presence of candidate or state sensitive species known to or 
potentially could occur in the area of disturbances. Written concurrence will be forthcoming. 
FINDING OF NO SIGNIFICANT IMPACT 
Based upon my ,eview of the analysis in the HS Resources Natural Gas Exploration Project EA 
(June 1995), including the explanation and resolution of any potentially significant environmental 
v 
impacts, I have detern.ined that the Proposed Action is in conformance with the approved land 
use plan and programmatic oil and gas EA. With the mitigation measures described in the EA 
and contained in this decision, the Proposed Action will not have any significant impacts on the 
human environment. Therefore, an environmental impact statement is not required. 
MANAGEMENT CONSIDERATIONSIRATIONALE FOR DECISION 
My decision to approve HS Resources exploratory natural gas project is based upon careful 
consideration of a number of factors including: 
I) Consistency with Land Use and Resource Management Plans - This decision is in 
conformance with the overall planning direction for the area. The programmatic Big Sandy/Salt 
Wells Oil and Gas EA and the Big Sandy Management Framework Plan state that public lands 
in the proposed area of development are " ... open to oil and gas leasing and subsequent 
development." It also states that "standard" and "special" protective stipulations are to be applied 
to development, and implementation would be on an "as needed" basis to prevent undue adverse 
impacts to other resource values. Standard and special protective measures were identified and 
incorporated into the Proposed Action to reduce or eliminate adverse impacts. 
2) Public Involvement, Scoping Issues, and EA Comments .' Opportunity for public involvement 
was provided throughout the environmental process. Scoping for issues and alternatives was 
initiated in November 1994 with the mailing of scoping notice and issuing a news release. Ten 
response letters were received. A summary of the scoping issues brought forth by the public can 
be found on pages 1-10 through 1-12 of the associated EA. Approximately 100 copies of the EA 
were distributed to the public for review and comment on June 20, 1994. On April 25, 1995, 
the Sweetwater County Commissioners sponsored a public information meeting at which they 
asked BLM to inform the attending public about federal oil and gas development activity within 
Sweetwater County. The HS Resources project was briefly discussed and its location identified 
on a map. No comments or questions were received specifically about the proposed project. 
3) Agency Statutory Requirements - All federal, state, and county authorizing actions required 
to implement the HS Resources proposal have been identified (see EA, Table 1.\). All pertinent 
statutory requirements applicable to this proposal were considered. These include consultation 
with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service regarding threatened, endangered, and candidate species; 
coordipation with State of Wyoming with regard to w:ldlife, environmental quality, and oil and 
gas conservation; and Sweetwater County for coordination of construction and use permits. 
4) National Policy - Private exploration and development of federal oil and gas leases is an 
integral part of the BLM oil and gas leasing program under the authority of the Mineral Leasing 
Act of 1920 and the Federal Land Policy and Management Act of 1976. The United States 
continues to rely heavily on foreign energy sources. The oil and gas leasing is needed to 
encourage development of domestic oil and gas reserves to reduce the United States' dependence 
on foreign energy supplies. Also, natural gas is the "energy-of-choice" by the Congress and 
President because it is clean burning and less polluting. Therefore, this decision is consistent 
with national policy. 
5) Measures to Avoid or Minimize Environmental Hann - The adoption of the · mitigation 
measures identified in the HS Resources EA and contained in this Decision Record represent all 
practicable means to avoid or minimize environmental hann. To ensure that the environmental 
consequences of the field development activities would be minimal, not only are the required 
safeguards and resource protection measures identified through the Rig Sandy MFP and the Big 
Sandy/Salt Wells Oil and Gas programmatic EA, but also provides for the incorporation of any 
additional protection measures that would result from the Green River Resource Management Plan 
(RMP) based on the RMP Draft EIS. With implementation of the prescribed mitigation 
measures, there are no issues that remain unresolved as raised by governmental agencies, industry, 
or individuals. 
6) Monitoring and Enforcement Program - BLM and HS Resources will provide qualified 
representatives on the ground during and following construction to validate constructiGn, 
reclamation, and other approved compliance checks commensurate with the provisions of this 
Decision Record. Appropriate remedial action will be taken by HS Resources in the event 
unacceptable impacts are identified during the life of the project. 
7) Unique Resources - BLM recognizes the unique resources contained in the Essex 
Mountain/Steamboat Mountain area. Thus, should these three wells provide evidence that 
economically viable oil and gas reserves exist, no further development would be allowed until 
an EIS is prepared. Should an EIS be prepared, it would incorporate Steamboat Mountain area 
comprehensive management Plan that would guide future actions in the area. 
8) Finding of No Significant Impact - The conclusion reached in the EA regarding the direct and 
indirect incremental change to the environment, introduced by implementation of this project on 
the affected resources, would be minimal. By minimizing or avoiding the introduction of adverse 
impacts, the net change in cumulative impact introduced by this project, in conjunction with past, 
present, and reasonably foreseeable actions, is also expected to be minimal. The Proposed Action 
will not result in impacts that exceed the significance criteria defined for each resource and that 
wi th the mitigation measures described in the EA and contained in this decision will not have any 
significant impacts on the human environment. Therefore an EIS is not required. 
The EA will guide implementation of the Proposed Action and is the final environmental review 
for Well #1 but additional site-specific analysis for each component will be required should Wells 
#2 and #3 be drilled. This provision for site-specific evaluation of environmental protection 
needs will ensure that there is optimum consideration given to resource protection. 
The decision to approve HS Resources exploratory development project takes into account 
important management considerations, federal agency missions, and public need for natural gas. 
The decision balances these considerations with he degree of adverse impact to the natural and 
physical environment. This action will help meet pubic needs for oil and gas while minimizing 
irreversible, irretrievable commitment of other important resources. 
COMPLIANCE AND MONITORING 
Because of the importance of mitigation for avoiding or mlnlmlzmg adverse impacts, a 
monitoring program shall be implemented by HS Resources. Monitoring by HS Resources and 
BLM will be in accordance with this decision. Appropriate remedial action will be taken by HS 
Resources in the event unacceptable impact are identified. 
APPEAL 
This decision is subject to appeal. Under BLM regulations, this decision is subject to 
administrative review in accordance with 43 CFR 3165. Any request for administrative review 
of this decision must include the information required un 43 CFR 3165.3(b) (State Director 
Review), including all supporting documentation. Such a request must be filed in writing with 
he State Director, Bureau of Land Management, P.O. Box 1828, Cheyenne, WY 82003 wi!hin 
20 business days of the date this decision was received or considered to have been received. 
(j)-lkL 
ea Manager 
ASSISTANT 
APPENDIX A 
PROJECT-WIDE MITIGATION MEASURES 
HS Resources and its contractors and subcontractors will be required to conduct operations in full 
compliance with applicable federal. state, and local laws and regulations, and within the 
guidelines and stipulations specified in this Decision Record, right-of-way grants, and pennits 
issued by the BLM. Standard operating procedures for surface-disturbing activities must be 
adhered to during all proposed activities unless the Authorized Officer approves an exception in 
writing and only if conditions warrant. 
In accordance with BLM regulation 43 CFR 3162. I(a) and Onshore Order No.2, HS Resources 
will be responsible for compliance of its employees, contractors, and subcontractors with the 
tenns and conditions of all pennits, agreements, and mitigation measures described in the 
Decision Record. Each contractor and subcontractor will be required to maintain up-to-date plans 
and specifications at construction site". 
COMPANY COMMITTED MEASURES 
I) Well locations, access roads, and pipelines would be selected and designed to 
minimize disturbances to areas of high wildlife habitat anellor recreational value, 
including wetlands, riparian areas, and stabilized sand dunes. 
2) If deemed necessary by the BLM in consultation with the Wyoming Game and 
Fish Department (WGFD), newly developed or improved roads through crucial 
wildlife areas would be gated and locked at appropriate locations to preveD! 
unnecessary wildlife disturbance. Keys would only hi> provided to essential 
project personnel (i.e., pumpers) and area administrators (i.e., BLM, WGFD, 
County Sheriffs Office, etc.). 
3) 
4) 
5) 
Areas with high erosion potential anellor rugged topography (i.e. , steep slopes, 
floodplains, unstable soils) would be avoided, where possible, and if these areas 
are impacted, further site-specific reclamation procedures would be applied as 
directed by the BLM. 
Surface disturbance anell(l~ occupancy would not occur on slopes in excess of 25%, 
nor would constructio.1 occur with frozen or saturated soil material or when 
watershed damage is likely, unless an adequate plan is submitted to the BLM that 
demonstrates potential impacts would be mitigated. 
Roads not required for routine operation and maintenance of producing wells and 
ancillary facilities would be pennanently blocked, recontoured, reclaimed. and 
revegetated, as would disturbed areas associated with pennanently plugged and 
abandoned wells. 
6) 
7) 
8) 
9) 
All abandoned wells would be plugged according to 43 CFR 3160 Onshore Order 
No. 2 to protect and isolate all down-hole mineral and water-bearing zones. 
Removal or disturbance of vegetation would be kept to a minimum through 
construction site management (Le., by utilizing previously disturbed areas, using 
existing ROWs, designating limited equipment/materials storage yards and staging 
areas, and scalping). 
Available topsoil, up to 12 inches, would be segregated from subsoils during all 
construction operations and would be returned to the surface upon completion of 
operations, where feasible . Topsoil stockpiles would be revegetated or otherwise 
protected to prevent erosion and maintain some soil microflora and microfauna. 
Removed vegetation would be replaced with plants of equal value using 
procedures including the following: 
a. Compacted soil would be ripped from 12 to 18 inches deep prior to 
reseeding. 
b. Reseeding could employ broadcast or drill seeding procedures. 
c. Native cool season grass, forb, and shrub seeds would be utilized in a 
mixture approved by the landownerlBLM on the majority of disturbed 
areas (see Table 2.4). 
d. BLM-approved introduceelladapted species (e.g., crested wheatgrass 
[Agropyron cris/a/um], Russian wildrye [Elymus junceus] , etc.) would be 
added to the seed mix only after all attempts at vegetation reestablishment 
with native species are unsuccessful as detennined during monitoring. If 
used, nonnative species would be nonaggressive and nonpersistent as 
outlined in Executive Order (EO) 11987. 
e. All seed mixes would be free of noxious weeds. 
f. Water bars would be installed on disturbed slopes as necessary to reduce 
g. 
h. 
erosion. 
Some reclamation sites (e.g., riparian areas) would be fenced as detennined 
on a case-by-case basis by the BLM. 
Where appropriate, BLM-approved weed control techniques (e.g., soil 
sterilants, biological controls) would be applied. 
10) Reclamation success would be monitored by HS, as directed by the BLM, and if 
detennined unsuccessful, further reclamation measures (e.g. , reseeding, mulching, 
etc.) would be applied. 
II) Soil disturbance within 500 ft of perennial surface water anellor wetland areas 
would not be allowed unless an exception is authorized by the AO. 
12) Surface disturbance within 100 ft of the channel or inner gorge of intennittent and 
ephemeral drainages would not be allowed unless an exception is authorized by 
2 
13) 
14) 
15) 
16) 
17) 
18) 
19) 
the AO. 
Current water uses on and adjacent to the HSPA would be protected from project 
impacts, and project activities would be conducted to prevent adverse effects on 
water quality and quantity, as required by federal and state regulations. 
Temporary erosion control measures such as mulch, waterbars, or other 
appropriate methods would be used on unstable soils, steep slopes, and wetland 
areas, where these areas must be impacted, to prevent erosion and sedimentation 
until vegetation becomes established. 
Surface disturbance within 1.0 mi of active raptor nest sites (i.e., used within the 
last three years) would be avoided during the nesting season of February I through 
July 31 . If the area must be impacted, project activities would occur outside the 
nesting season. 
Construction and drilling activities on crucial winter and parturition (birthing) 
ranges as delineated by the BLM and WGFD would not be allowed during crucial 
winter and parturition periods (i.e. , November 15 through April 30 and May I to 
June 30, respectively). Proposed wells, roads, and pipelines located within crucial 
winter range would be scheduled for development during the summer months. 
Known active sage grouse leks and adjacent public land areas (2.0 mi radius from 
lek centers) would be avoided during the breeding and nesting seasons from March 
I through June 30; no construction activities would be conducted on public lands 
within 0.25 mi of known lek sites. Project activities on public lands other than 
routine production and well maintenance would only occur within 2.0 mi of lek 
centers outside the breeding and nesting seasons. 
Reserve pits and other areas potentially hazardous to wildlife would be fenced and 
netted (I inch mesh) to prohibit wildlife access as directed by the BLM. 
Paleontological and archaeological field checks by BLM personnel or other 
authorized personnel would occur prior to disturbance as deemed appropriate by 
the BLM. Monitoring during surface-disturbing activities would be conducted by 
a BLM-approved archaeologist or paleontologist, as deemed appropriate by the 
BLM. Paleontological or cultural resource sites would be avoided or mitigated as 
necessary prior to disturbance. Any cultural or paleontological resource 
discovered by an operator or any person working on hislher behalf would be 
reported immediately to the BLM, and all operations that may further disturb such 
resources would be suspended until written authorization to proceed is issued by 
the BLM AO. An evaluation of the discovery would be made by the BLM to 
determine appropriate actions to prevent the loss of significant resources. HS 
would be responsible for the cost of any mitigation required by the BLM, and the 
20) 
21) 
22) 
23) 
BLM would provide technical and procedural guidelines to conduct the .mitigation. 
HS would inform all persons associated with this project that they would be 
subject to prosecution for damaging, altering, excavating, or removing any 
archaeological, historical, or vertebrate fossil objects or site(s). 
Construction and facilities would be in conformance with Visual Resource 
Management (VRM) objectives for the VRM classes in the project area. Surface 
facilities in the HSPA would be located to minimize disturbance of the visual 
horizon and painted to blend in with the surrounding landscape. All attempts 
would be made to locate surface facilities such that they are not -;i.ible from 
WSAs. 
All internal combustion engines would be muffled and m'lintailled in good 
working order to minimize impacts to air quality and noise and tu ensure human 
safety. . 
Candidate plant clearance surveys would be performed by a BLM-approved 
botanist prior to surface disturbance in areas of known or potential candidate plant 
species habitat. Avoidance of any candidate species found on the surveyed area 
would be pursued, or other appropriate mitigation measures applied. 
ADDITIONAL MITIGATION MEASURES 
24) 
25) 
26) 
27) 
Regular equipment maintenance, including emissions checks, and regular 
maintenance of roads would reduce impacts to air quality. Impacts to air quality 
due to airborne dust would also be minimized by maintaining appropriate speed 
limits. Roads and well pads would be constructed with appropriate materia!s (e.g., 
gravel and clay) to minimize dust generation. No open burning of garbage or 
refuse would be allowed at the well sites or other facilities. 
Specialized reclamation/revegetation measures may be applied on the clay-
acquisition area due to soil limitations and since the area is partially contained 
within the Greater Sand Dunes ACEC. 
If threatened, endangered, and candidate species or special status species are 
discovered, or if evidence of habitat (e.g., prairie dog town) is found during 
permitting, development, or production activities, the BLM, USFWS, and WGFD 
would be consulted and appropriate mitigation measures would be implemented 
to ensure that no adverse impacts occur to these species. 
Disturbance to cultural resources would be mitigated by recording and salvaging 
cultural resource information during Class III surveys and by avoiding sites. In 
the case of historic trails, additional archival research may be warranted. 
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28) 
29) 
BLM, HS Resources, and livestock penninees would monito. livestock 
movements, especially regarding any impacts from roads or disturbance from 
construction and drilling activities. Appropriate measures would be taken to 
correct any adverse impacts should they occur. No additional mitigation is 
recommended. 
During selection of well locations, consideration would be given to prevent an) 
one well location or combination of locations from dominating a particular view. 
Tanks and equipment would be painted such that they blend with the surrounding 
landscape. Well locations, pipelines, and other linear intrusions would be located 
and designed to blend with topographic features, thereby reducing the visual 
contrast between these structures and the natural elements of th~ surrounding 
landscape. New roads would be designed so they confonn to the existing 
landfonn. Every opportunity would be taken to reclaim existing roads/trails not 
used when new roads are designed over them. Additionally, portions of well 
locations not used during production and other disturbed sites would be reclaimed 
and revegetated as soon as possible and within two years. 
APPENDIXB 
RESPONSE TO PUBLIC COMMENTS 
US RESOURCESILARIO NATURAL GAS PROJECT 
The BLM received five comment letters during the comment period June 20, 1995 and July 10, 1995. 
Substantive comments (those comments bearing directly on the effects of the Proposed Action and no 
action alternative) were identified and replies prepared. 
WYOMING OUTDOOR COUNCIL 
1. Gravely concerned aboul Ihe scope and pace of energy developmenl in soulhwesl Wyoming. 
Up 10 11,000 new gas wells could be aUlhorized in addilion 10 Ihe Ihousands of veisling wells in 
operalion. Thousands of miles of roads and /ens of Ihousands of acres of wildlife habilal have been 
vecava/ed; air quality and visibilily have noliceably d.clined. Mosl of Ihe veisling ",el/s/developmen/s 
have been approved under a FONSl- a silualion we find mosl disingenuous given Ihe fact Ihal BLM 
has recognized that "profound changes" to the environment hlll1e resulted/rom energy 'developlMftL 
The BLM understands your concern about the scope and pace of energy development in southwest 
Wyoming. The BLM agrees that a review of the regional , cumulative impacts of mineral development 
is warranted. On February 8, 1995, the BLM announced that it had begun such an effort, the Southwest 
Wyoming Resource Evaluation. Notices have been mailed to the public, and the public has been invited 
to participate. The addition of between 6,000 and 11,000 new gas wells is expected to occur over a 15-
year period in southwest Wyoming but is dependent upon many factors . During the same period of time, 
BLM expects some wells and related surface facilities to be abandoned and reclaimed. In conjunction 
with the Southwest Wyoming Resource Evaluation, visibility and air quality concerns within the Green 
River B('.sin will be evaluated. 
Some project developments have been approved based on a FONSI during the NEPA analysis. This is 
acceptable and correct if the issues and concerns identified at the time were not considered significant. 
More recently, however, full field development or infield development proposals have been analyzed in 
an EIS because of the scale and scope of the proposal and the resource concerns identified internally 
and/or by public scoping. The BLM felt the issues ""d concerns raised during public scoping on the HS 
Resource exploration proposal could be appropriately addressed in an EA. 
2. Profound environmenl changes have laken place, yel mosl of Ihe developmenl has been 
authorized under official proclamation of "no significant impacts. " Enormous tracts of public land 
in soulhwesl Wyoming have ,aken on characlerislics of induslriallandscapes, displacing Wildlife and 
a host of other uses and values, yet BLM continues to maintain that il is m~eting its legal obligation 
10 provide for mulliple use-
BlM disagrees that enonnous tracts of public land in southwest Wyoming have taken on characteristics 
of industrial landscapes. However, BLM does acknowledge that oil and gas development is altering the 
landscape of southwest Wyoming. This was recognized in the land use plans and the programmatic oil 
and gas EA prepared for the Green River Resource Area as '" accepted phenomenon associated with oil 
and gas development activity. The BLM has mitiated a review of regional cumulative impacts. The BLM 
is mandated by regulation (43 CFR 3161.2) to: 
" ... require that all [oil and gas] operations be conducted in a manner which protects other 
natural resources and the environmental quality, protects life and property .... " 
The BLM requires that mitigation measures be designed to minimize adverse impacts to other resource 
values. 
J. Incr~m~nlal and piecemeal enll;ronmental analysis fails 10 acknowledge and describe the 
landscape-scale changes presently taking place in southwest Wyoming and serves only to perpetuale 
BLM's disingenuous approach to analysis - whal is referred to as the BIG LIE - past developments in 
southwest Wyoming /rave had no noticeable impact on Ihe environment, every thin, is ok, and there will 
be no impacts from future development We know thai such a scenario is impossible. Development 
of 10-12,000 new wells, in addition to thousands of existing wells will not occur without serious, long-
term n~ative consequences. BLM must be /ronDt with tire American people. 
The analys is approach taken by BLM is in accordance with BLM planning and Council of Environment 
Quality (CEQ) regulations. BLM' s land use plans, with extensive public involvement, made the initial 
determination which lands would be made available for oil and gas leasing and what the appropriate 
criteria would be for environmental protection during oil and gas development as lease stipulations. The 
Big Sandy Management Framework Plan (MFP) (April 1982), is the land use plan that includes the 
subject lands as available for lease subject to various resource protection requirements. In addition, and 
also with extensive public involvement, the Big Sandy/Salt Wells Oil and Gas Environmental Assessment 
(June 1982) programmatically analyzed oil and gas development in the Green River Resource Area. The 
area analyzed included nearly five million acres of federal , state, and private land in parts of Sweetwater, 
Sublette, Lincoln, Fremont, and Uinta Counties, Wyoming. The purpose of the EA was to: (1) analyze 
the environmental impacts of oil and gas development in this area over a ten-year period (through 1991), 
(2) review existing practices, and (3) develop additional measures to mitigate those impacts where 
indicated. The programmatic EA was an integral part of the BLM' s land use planning process, analyzing 
those Big Sandy MFP land use decisions relating to oil and gas leasing. 
The safeguatds identified through the Big Sandy MFP and the Big Sandy/Salt Wells Oil and Gas EA 
would be minimal. It was during this process that not leasing parcels within the subject area was 
considered. This decision process included full pubic involvement through public meetings and written 
comments. Re-analysis of oil and gas development within the Green River Resource Atea including the 
cumulative effects of past, present, and reasonably foreseeable development was initiated in 1989. The 
Green River Resource Management Plan Draft EIS was released for public review in 1992. Several 
public meetings were held to receive public input; over 200 public comment letters were received. The 
Green River Resource Management Plan Final EIS should be published in late 1995. 
CEQ guidance mandates that an environmental assessment should be a concise document which "(1) 
... briefly provides sufficient evidence and analysis for determining whether to prepare an EIS; (2) aids an 
agency 's compliance with NEPA when no EIS is necessary, i.e., it helps to identify better alternatives and 
mitigation measures; and (3) facilitates preparation ofan EIS when one is necessary." The HS Resources 
EA has met these requirements. 
Cont inued development, projected by industry at 6,000 to 11,000 wells over a IS-year period, has raised 
concern about the adequacy of the present BLM environmental analyses/project approval process. Thus, 
the BLM has instituted the Southwest Wyoming Resource Evaluation to review the cumulative impacts 
of mineral development in southwest Wyoming. This review will be conducted in three phases: (I) 
identification of ecosystems, current land use decisions, NEPA impacts and mitigation, existing data 
sources and issues; (2) review of baseline information collected during Phase I; and (3) if conclusions 
reached during review of the baseline data dictate, corrective planning measures will be designed. 
However, current, ongoing mineral leasing and development approvals will not be affected during the 
evaluation process. 
Although the respondent may feel that the BLM is not honest with the Am. rican people, the BLM, as 
mandated by regulation (40 CFR 1502.1), has fully disclosed all impacts associated with this federal 
action . 
4. Why only 20 days for review and comment on this EA? 
Length of time to comment on EAs is at the manager's discretion. The BLM felt that since this document 
pertained specifically to one exploratory well and provided analysis for the other two wells, 20 days was 
adequate for public review. 
5. The EA notes thai it is meant to salisty NEPA requirements of the APD for Well #/. 
FOOGLRA provides for a 3O-day comment period. 
The Notice of Staking was received by the Green River Resource Area on July 7, 1994 and was posted 
on the public notification board located in the GRRA office in accordance with APD (Application for 
Permit to Drill) procedures for a 30-day review. Thus, the procedural provisions of FOOGLRA were 
complied with. Time frames for public commenll: on EAs are discretionary based upon the individual 
circumstances of the application. 
6. The operator proposes to build new access road to Well #1. Why can't access to that well b. 
gained by utilizing the powerline/pipeline ROW. This ROW is shown as a 2-track on BLM's Farson 
sUrface status map. 
The proposed access to Well #1 would disturb fewer environmentally sensitive areas (e.g., sand dunes) 
than would access from the powerlinelpipeline ROWand existing two-track road. The BLM determined 
during initial site investigations that access to Well # I from the existing road to the west as identified in 
the EA would cause the least impact to surface and visual resources. 
7. The EA fails to note whether the 3 wells occur on a single or mUltiple leases, having a direct 
bearing on BLM's ability to implement a no action alternative. 
Each proposed well is on an individual lease. Thus, the BLM is mandated to allow access to and the 
opportunity to explore for and produce the leased mineral. The EA (see page I-I) specifies that the three 
exploratory wells would be located on a 640-acre spacing and that in the event the initial discovery well 
proves to be nonproductive, the confirmation and delineation wells may not be drilled. If, however, all 
three wells proved to be economically productive, further drilling and production wou ld not occur until 
a field development EIS has been completed. 
8. Disagree with BLM's assessment thai development activity can properly u: cur within a VRM 
Class II area. Oil and gas activity may cause significant changes to the landscape, p.-nhibited under 
a Class II rating. The proposed well should be located outside the Class II area. 
One proposed well (# I) is located in the VRM Class (( area. The other two wells are located in a VRM 
Class IV area. BlM Manual H-8410-1. Visual Resource Management. specifies the objectives for each 
VRM Class. The objective for VRM Class (( areas is: 
"to retain the existing character of the landscape. The level of change to the characteristic 
landscape should be low. Maaagemeat a.tivities may be seea [emphasis added]. but 
should not attract the attention of the casual observer. Any changes must repeat the basic 
elements of form. line. color. and texture found in the predominant natural features of the 
characteristic landscape. II 
The Green River Resource Area RMP. Draft EIS carries forth this objective. Mitigation measures 
identified in Sections 2.1.6 and 4.6.4 (see page 2-38 and 4-31) of the EA describe actions that will be 
taken to reduce to the maximum extent possible. the visual contrast between the layout of facilities and 
the natural elements of the surrounding landscape. These actions comply with current goals and objectives 
for maintaining the visual quality of the area. 
9. Re-su,facing tile "g,andfalllered" ,oad in tile Sand Dune WSA is not consistent with BLM's 
inte,im WSA policy. TIr. well sllould be localed so as to not ,equi,e use of this ,oad inside a WSA. 
The O.S-mile access road in the Sand Dunes WSA is "grandfathered," meaning it was in existence prior 
to October 21. 1976 and led to a producing natural gas well . The "Interim Management Policy and 
Guideline for lands Under Wilderness Review" clearly allows for continued use to the extent and degree 
that the road was in use on October 21 . 1976 (in this case. to access valid existing lease(s». This policy 
also clearly allows for re-surfacing as part of the maintenance program on these existing roads. 
10. Cumulative effects analysis is wllolly inadequate. The,e are a numbe, of past. p,esent, and 
,easonably fo,esuable actions in tile vicinity of tile p,oject area tllat we,e not considered in tile EA. 
Some a" identified on page 3-32. The EAfails to desc,ibe how past and existing p,ojects have affected 
th~ environment;n 11r~ QUa. Other EAlEISs art in some phase of comp/dian in southwest Wyoming, 
yet the EA makes no mention of these "laud p,ojects. 
The BlM feels the cumulative analysis area identified in the EA is adequate to address one discovery well 
and if the well proves productive. one confirmation and one delineation well. The cumulative analysis 
area incorporates up to 36.000 acres depending upon the resource. The Southwest Wyoming Resouree 
Evaluat ion will address the cumulative impacts within the southwest Wyoming region. 
The respondent did not identify exactly what actions have not been identified and included in this 
cumulative analysis. Existing direct disturbance within the cumulative impact analysis area (CIAA) is 403 
ar.res. Should the Proposed Action be fully implemented. total direct disturbance to the CIM would be 
426 acres. an increase of 23 acres. 
It is correct that other actions are proposed in southwest Wyoming. However. the closest proposal is the 
Balcron project located over five miles to the east of the LariolHS Resources project area and wholly 
outside the watershed boundary used as the CIM. The Balcron proposal has been postponed. 
Should these three wells proved economically viable. no further development would be allowed until an 
EIS is approved with full public involvement. At that time. cumulative analysis area would be expanded 
10 incorporate a larger area based upon the extent of full field development. 
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12. The effects of full field development should be analyud in the EA. Sinc. iJ was not add,essed 
befo,. the leases 141.,. issu.d as required by NEPA. Full field development effects must be add,esud 
now. 
The BlM disagrees with the respondent. This action is in compliance with BlM policy which allows for 
the drilling of discovery, confirmation, and delineation wells before requiring analysis of a full field 
development scenario. The reason for this policy is to allow the lessee to determine if there are 
economically viable quantities of the oil and gas resource to warrant the expenditures for full field 
development. 
. In addition. land use planning and programmatic resource plans have identified this area as available for 
leasing and development of the oil and gas resource. These documents addressed the effects of 
development and additional site-specific environmental analysis would be required prior to development 
proposed here. See response to comment #3 . 
13. The EA notes (page 3-8) that coalbed methane development is expected to occu, by the yea, 
2002, yet fails to ,eveal what the effects migllt be. Coalbed meJhane development in this ",ea is 
"reasonably foreseeable" and there/ore mllSt be considered in this EA. 
Although the project area is located within the portion of the Green River Basin that has high potential 
for coalbed methane. the BlM is unaware of any proposal to explore for or produce this resource at this 
time. Regardless, should full field development be warranted as a result of implementation of this action. 
the potential for coalbed methane development will be addressed in the field development EIS. 
U. The decision to analyze cumulative impacts based upon a limited scope (HSPA) 0' b,oade, 
scope (CIAA) appears completely a,bit,ary. The EA should explain wily analysis of the cumulalive 
impacts on some resourCQ were conducted only within th~ p,oj~ct a'~a (e.g., visual), whi/~ th~ 
cumulati,,~ impacts of other resources w~,~ analyzed within th~ cumulativ~ impacts study ar~a (e.g., 
soils). W. feel the p,ope, analysis area is the "gion of soutllwest Wyoming. 
The BlM believes that the cumulative impact assessment is sufficient for this exploration project and all 
known existing and proposed surface disturbance was quantified and included in the EA. The HS 
Resources Project Area (HSPA) and the CIM were established by the BlM based on the interdisciplinary 
tearn member' s familiarity with the area and the extent of proposed impacts. Some resources (i .e .• 
geologic hazards. paleontology, cultural resources) are not impacted beyond the area of direct disturbance. 
Other resources (i.e .• soils. surface and ground water. big game) include a larger area because disturbance 
may indirectly affect the resource. Impact assessment of developments outside the area of analysis is 
beyond the scope of this EA. 
15. The EA stales that aft., the p,oject is completed and distu,bed areas ,eclaimed, the same 
,esou,ces tllal w.,e p,esent p,io, to the p,oject would be available. Same has been said about 
thousands of existing wells and thousands of othe" on the d,awing boa,d, we know this can 't be t,ue. 
Big game populalions decimaled by the destruction of large amounts of c,ucial wint., ,ange and 
partu,itlon a,eas will take years to "CO v." if at aiL Altllough BLM is accustomed to desc,iblng 
impacts to wildlif~ in t~rms of "t~mpo,ary displac~m~nt, " ;nc,~as~d dev~/opment has significantly ~at~n 
into tire arras wh~,~ wildJif~ that once uist~d In southwest Wyoming, but ar~ inc,~asingly b~/ng lost 
to thousands of miles of new and ,econstructed ,oads suddenly ,eturn aft., the ",ea has been d,ained 
of its mine,a: ,eserves7 The statement on page 4-34 captu,es tile essence of tile BIG LIE. 
BLM believes that once successful reclamation has occurred following abandonment, the same resources 
that were present before disturbance (e.g., big game populations, ",mote recreation) would again be 
prescnt. 
16. COIfIf~ct~d, cumulative, and similar actions are not eva/uated in the EA. For example, the EA 
makes IIUlfllrous oblique references 10 "authorized disposal s;les, " "authorked ,ravel and crushed rock 
locations:, and "approud siLes," yet fails 10 describe the environmental effects 0/ these connected 
action.. If g,avel pits, haQl,dous maU,iaJs, and solid waste disposal sties are requi,ed to implement 
the action, the effeclS of these connected aelions must be add,essed in this EA. 
The authorized disposal sites and authorized graveUcrushed rock sources are existing. No new 
developments would occur for disposal or constnlction materials, only use of existing pennined sources 
would be used. 
17. The EA states that ,eserve "pits would be nmed in a manner that would p,event mig,atory bi,d 
mortalily if oil 0' other ha,mfulsubstances would be p'esenL .... Yet on pages 2-26 and 2-37, the EA 
indicates uncondilionally that nming shall be required. Please cla,ifY. 
Netting will be mJuired on all reserve pits left to evaporate following drilling. 
18. Page 2-33 notes that a numbe, of addilional plans a,e ,equired. These plan. should be 
integ,ated with the NEPA p,ocess and made available fo, public ,c"iew befo,e a decision is mad.. The 
level of piece meal analysis evidenced by this EA is not only astonishing, it is illegal 
Many documents state as part of the pennilling process, additional plans will be mJuired under regulations 
not administered by the BLM (e.g., EPA, WDEQ, or OHSA). These plans are available for public review 
at the company's office or the affected resource area's office. 
20. Wh.,e in the EA is USFWS'. w,inen concurrence ,ega,ding the impacts on T&E species? 
The EA incorporates a biological assessment for threatened and endangered species. Findings in the 
impact analys is detennined that no threatened or endangered species would be adversely affected by the 
Proposed Action and given that appropriate mitigation measures are implemented, the proposed project 
in combination with exiting developments in the HSPA are not likely to adversely affect or jeopardize 
these species. It is BLM's responsibility to detennine whether threatened or endangered species are 
affected by an act ion. If a threatened or endangered species is affected, BLM would initiate fonnal 
consultat ion which is not necessary in this case. Infonnal consultation with U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
personnel agree with BLM's conclusion. 
21. We a,. very conc.,ned about the p,ojeel's effects on elk and mule dee,. While this p,oject may 
have mino, effeclS on these species, impacts could be significant when combined with past, p,esent, and 
reasonably future aelions. Page 4-16 notes that 47 ac,es of elk c,ucial wlnte,/yea,long and partu,ltlon 
,ange will be dlreelly impaeled by the p,oposal (0.01% of c,ucial wint., ,ange, c,ucial wint.,/yea,long 
habitat in the Steamboat Elk H.,d Area). Yet no flgu,es are p,ovided fo, aistlng distu,bances 0' 
reasonably fo,eseeable future aelions. Dest,uction of c,ucial wint., ,ange is desc,lbed In t.,ms of 
"displac~~,,', " MJ"~" in fact tire impacts eventually rault in increased mortDlity and decreased 
populations. Any loss of c,ucial winte, ,ange is significant and the EA should recogni:e this. 
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Existing and proposed disturbance in mule decr and elk crucial ranges are quantified in the CIM (see 
EA Section 4.11.9, page 4-42). Potential habitat loss and displacement of elk and mule decr from crucial 
winter range due to this exploratory drilling will not lead to increased mortality and decreased population 
size individually or in combination with existing development in the area. The activity will occur only 
during the noncrucial summer period. No significant impacts are anticipated. Potential future disturbances 
in these areas are unknown at this time. However, such developments would be evaluated through the 
NEPA process at the appropriate time. 
22. The EA fails to adequately desc,ibe the actions BLM has taken to p,oteel the Great., Sand 
Dunes A CEC. 011 and gas development is not consistent with the management objectives fo, the Sand 
Dunes ACEC. Objeelives include: p,eservatlon of its unique geological and biological featu,es, yet 
we s .. nothing in the EA that add,esses these conce,n. directly. Sho,t of disapp,oving the entl,. 
p,oject, the EA should consid., and evaluate the effects of di,.ctional d,illing wells 112 and 113 f,om a 
.ingle well pad outside of c,ucial wint., ,ange/,apto, nest buffers. 
None of the three wells proposed for development are within the sand dunes of the Greater Sand Dunes 
ACEC. One-half mile of existing access road affects the western portion of the ACEC 'and the Sand 
Dunes WSA and the main existing access road leading into the area is located within the ACEC. 
Although the Greater Sand Dunes ACEC is managed for the objectives listed, it does not preclude oil and 
gas activity which is an identified existing use in this plan. 
Directional drilling of oxploratory wells #2 and #3 is not feasible and thus, not analyzed as an altemative. 
The proposed wells are approximately one mile apart. To require directional drilling would render the 
wells uneconomical and constitute a takings of lease rights. 
23. The EAfaiis to note the p,esenceofthe largest Class I cirshedin the contiguous US, les. than 
50 miles downwind of the p,oposed development and ,eveals that BLMfailed to consult with the fed.,al 
agencies (USFS, Pa,k Service) with ju,isdiction ov., the ,esou,ce. Energy development in southwest 
Wyoming has impacted visibility and ai, quality i" the Wind Rive, mountains, pan of the Class I 
airshed and threatens p,istine alpine lakes with acid ,ain. Why hasn't the aistence of the Class I 
airshed noted in the EA and why wasn't the USFS and Pa,k Service consulted. 
The BLM assumes the respondent is referring to the airshed in the designated Jim Bridger and Popo Agie 
Wilderness areas located approximately SO miles north/north-west of the project area. Wind speed and 
direction data presented in the Green River RMP, DEIS (Figure 4, page 341) show that prevailing winds 
are from the west, west-south-west, and the southwest about SO percent of the time. Winds originating 
from the south occur approximately S percent of the time. The de minimis emissions associated with 
drilling up to three natural gas wells will not effect the air quality of the Class I airsheds. The BLM does 
agree that air quality and visibility issues should be studied further and is participating in the Gn:en River 
Basin Visibility Study. 
Should these wells prove economically viable, a field development EIS will be prepared before further 
development is authorized, and air quality and visibility issues will be fully analyzed. Both the 
Intennountain and Rocky Mountain regional offices of the USFS were notified and given opportunity to 
comment on this proposal. The National Park Service was not notified because all Wyoming Park Service 
facilities are located in the northwest comer of the state (yellowstone, Grand Teton) or to the west-
southwest (Fossil Buttes NM) of the project area and are not affected in any manner by this proposal. 
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14. How are lire assumpliolls aboul lire projecl's lack of impacts 10 groulld alld sUrface waler 
quality goillg 10 be verified? Tire EA assures us aboul beillg able 10 conlrol alld miligate impacts 10 
wtll~r quality, yd provides no m~c"anism, ~itlrt' by monitoring or ollrtf'Wist, 10 v,rify its assumptions. 
Wlrere 's lire evidellce of lire effeclivelless of lire proposed mitigalioll measures? 
Companies doing oil and gas business in Wyoming are required to comply with federal , state, and local 
surface and ground water quality standards. Oil and gas wells drilled must comply with the ground water 
protection standards prescribed in Onshore Order #2. When a company drills on public land, specialists 
(e.g., petroleum engineers. petroleum engineering technicians, surface compliance specialists) review and 
approve drilling plans, casing and cementing programs, witness blowout preventer tests. and conduct 
surface compliance checks to assure that approved mitigation measures are adhered to and if problems 
arise, provide assistance to the company to help solve them. The Sotothwest Wyoming Resource 
Evaluation will study the effectiveness of mitigation measures on a regional basis end. depending upon 
findings, changes to the planning/approval process could be instituted. 
25. BLM slrould 1101 waive any miligalioll requiremenls willroul firsl providillg opportullity for 
public review ill accordallce willr NEPA. The effects of lire aclion were evaluated ill Ihe EA assumillg 
impltlfUntation of proposed mitigation, or a "mitigated FONSI. P' Waiver of mitigation is an action 
subjecllo NEPA. 
BLM would not waive any lease stipulations or mitigation without public involvement. However, an 
exception to certain stipulated requirements may be granted if conditions warrant. For example. a 
company may be permitted to finish drilling and completion operations after the seasonal restriction date 
becomes effective if climatic conditions are !l2! adverse and not expected to become so within the time 
needed to complete the operation. Requests for exceptions to seasonal wildlife restrictions will be 
coordinated with the WGFD. 
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26. The EA fails 10 comply wilh Ihe slalldards eslablished ill NEPA alld CEQ regulatlolls 
implementing Ihal law. CEQ rqulaliolls make clear Ihal tire BLM musl prepare a programmatic or 
cumulalive EIS before leasing and aUlhor;z;ng conl;nued energy mineral developfMnl in soulhwesl 
Wy omillg. Letter ciles Ihe followillg law cases: Peslrlakai v. Duncall, 476 F.Supp, 1147, Kleppe V. 
Sierra Club, 427 U.S. 390 (1976), alld Sierra Club II: Pellfold, 664 F.Supp. 1299 (D. Alaska 1987). 
Land use plans. with extensive public involvement, made the initial determination as to which lands are 
avai lable for oil and gas leasing and the appropriate criteria that would be applied for environmental 
protection during oil and gas development as lease stipulations. The Big Sandy Management Framework 
Plan (April 1982) identified the subject lands as available for leasing subject to cenain resource protection 
requirements. In addition and with extensive public involvement, the Big Sandy/Salt Wells Oil and Gas 
Environmental Assessment and Decision Record (June 1982) programmatically analyzed oil and gas 
development in the Green River Resource Area. The purpose of the EA was to: (I) analyze the 
environmental impacts of oil and gas development over a 10 year period (through 1991), (2) review 
existing practices. and (3) develop additional measures to mitigate those impacts where indicated. The 
programmatic EA was an integral part of the BLM's land use planning process. This proposal is in 
conformance with the land use and programmatic plans. 
The BLM is in the process of updating the Green River Resource Area's land use plan. This plan 
incorporates programmatic actions for oil and gas activities on public land. It is expected that the Green 
River RMP Final EIS will be issued to the public in October 1995. Additionally, the BLM has instituted 
a regional evaluation to address cumulative impacts of mineral development. 
27. Tire EA does 1101 adequately address cumulative impacts. BLM's illlelll 10 t!Xpalld milleral 
I,asing in lire Essex Moulllaill regioll is clear. The EA 's assertiolllhat "lire proposed wells would aid 
in determin;ng if economically recoverable gas reserves are presenl in the area and Ihe locat;on and 
size of these reserves, " reveals BLM's desire 10 implenunl an utens;ve leasin, scheme in the rer;on 
(page 2-1). Tell aClive gas wells exisl ill lire HSPA alld "ollreroil alld gas operatiolls alld developmelll 
operalions are proposed adjacelll 10 Ihe CL4A (page 3-8 and 4-39). Willrill Ihe CL4A Ihere are 61 
aclive wells alld a high pOlelllial for coalbed melhalle developmelll alld Ihat "developmenl activity is 
expecled 10 occur by Ihe year 2002 (page 3-8). " 
See responses to comments #13 and #26. The BLM is not proposing leasing within the Essex Mountain 
region. Th. holder of existing, valid lease wishes to explore for and produce economically viable 
quantities of natural gas. The Proposed Action is quite specific: drill one discovery well and, if the well 
proves to be economically viable. one confirmation and one delineation well. Once leases are issued, the 
BLM is obligated to allow access and exploration and development of the leased mineral. Should these 
wells prove themselves, the BLM will initiate and complete a field development EIS process prior to 
authorizing additional development. The EIS process will include full public participation. 
28. The EA gives (Jnly cursory menlion 10 Ihe cumulative impacts 0/ mineralleas;ng on Ihe region 
(page 4-35). Tire "Cumulalive Impacls" allalysis of Ie II looks 110 furlher Ihalllhe HSPA , which virtually 
precludes consideration of olher regional development Geologic hazards, paleontological resources, 
wellands, noise and odor, and vegelation, Ihe EA 's SCOpt is limited 10 tht HSPA and not the mort 
extellsive CL4A (page 4-39, 4-44). AllY subslalltial cOllsideralion of cumulalive effects of milleral 
leasillg is poslpolled 10 a later ulldetermilled dale after gas reserves are localed alld successfully lapped 
allhe proposed developmelll sile. Tlris cumulalive analysis is depend,"1 011 Ihe willillglless of BLM 10 
cOllducl all EIS (page 4-35). COllsiderillg BLM's reluclance 10 cOllsider lire cumulative impacts of 
other mineral development projects in southwest Wyoming, this assurance provides little guarantee thai 
r'gional impacts will be adequately considered 
See responses to comments # 10. #26, and #27. The proposed wells are exploratory. One well would be 
drilled at a time. If the first well is unsuccessful. additional drilling may not occur. The cumulative 
impacts of immediate concern would be those activities associated with cO~!ttruction and drilling each well. 
The EA has met this requirement in accordance with CEQ regulations and BLM policy. 
Certain resources would not be affected outside of disturbance areas. For example. paleontological 
resources could only be impacted by direct disturbance. Consideration of mineral leasing is made at the 
land use planning stage and cumulative impacts associated with leasing are addressed at that point. Should 
these three wells proved to be economically productive, full field development will be addressed in an EIS 
prior to authorizing additional activity. The BLM has recently committed to conducting an evaluation of 
mineral development in the Southwest Wyoming Resource Evaluation (also see responses to comments 
#1 and #3). 
29. The EA fails 10 address several areas oJ concern. Numerous resources wlrlch should be 
reviewed/or adverse cumulative impacts by regional development are eillttr ignored or addressed /n a 
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cursory fashion. For example, the EA mentions several times that mitigation measurts will reduce 
impacts. While it is legally permissiblefor an agency to use mitigation measures to reduce the impacts 
of an action to the point that the action to the point that the impacts are no longer significant, ~ 
~ Friendsofthe Earth v. Jantzen. 760 F.2d 976. 987 (9th Cir. 1985). thou measures must be "more 
than mere vague statements of good intentions. " Audubon Soc'v or Cent Ark. V. Dailey. 977 F.2d 428. 
435-6 (Bth Cir. 1992). Another court case found that a FONSI should depend on "a plan that 
effectively assures" that negative impacts will be avoided. Ci/V or Waltham v. U.S. Postal Service. II 
F.3d 235. 141 (1st Cir. 1993). No method of enforcing mitigation measures is mentioned in the EA. 
Discussions of mitigation are no "more than mere vague statements of good intentions, " and therefore. 
legally deficient In fact, mitigation fMasures are entirely site.speciJic and do nothing to mitigate 
adverse cumulative impacts. Opportunities for regional mitigation efforts are ignored. 
S.., response to comment # I. The respondent should specifically identify what resources are ignored or 
addressed in a cursory fashion. The BLM disagrees that company committed mitigation measures 
identified in Chapter 2 (see page 2-34 and 2-35) of the EA and those additional measures identified in 
Chapter 4 (see 4-4. 4-15. 4-22/23. 4-24. and 4-31) are no more than mere vague statements of good 
intentions. These measures will assure the impacts are kept to an acceptable level that is considered not 
significant. Implementation of these measures is enforceable by BLM as part of the permitting process 
for project components. Conditions of approval are made part of the APD authorization and the company 
agrees to adhere to them. In addition. companies are required to post bonds to ensure that If any 
environmental damage occurs, money is available to correct problems. 
Mitigation measures are site specific. They are designed to eliminate or reduce direct and indirect impacts 
to acceptable levels. There are no adverse cumulative impacts requiring mitigation that have not already 
been identified. The BLM cannot require a company to repair damage that is not related to their actions 
although some companies have voluntarily done so. 
30. The EA relies heavily on unsubstantiated personal communications and observations of officials 
of various federal agencies assessing the environmental impact of the proposed development. In its 
consideration of thrtatened and endangered species, the EA relies almost entirdy on con versa/ions with 
two different officers of the USFWS to identify the potential Impacts on the location of endangered 
species. For example. the EA notes that migrating bald eagles. as well as those nesting within 36 miles 
of the development site, "may occasionally use the area." However, the EA depends on unsubstantiated 
communications to conclude that because eagles' use of the region is "interminent" the development 
would have no impact on that species. Also based on "personal communication" is the observation that 
/6 candidate and other state sensitive animJJl species potentially occur in the HSPA. However, no data 
is used to confirm these reports or to assess the potential impacts on the species. 
The BLM depends upon the expertise of other federal and state agencies. To comply with the ESA, the 
BLM depends on the USFWS to provide information on the status of threatened, endangered. candidate, 
and state sensitive species including the location of such on public lands. The USFWS is charged with 
maintaining data bases for threatened and endangered species and coordinates, as does the BLM, with local 
and state wildliie experts. If the respondent disagrees with the findings in the EA. the respondent should 
provide specific data showing why the findings are wrong. The company has committed to cond"ct on-
site surveys prior to construction for affected candidate species and to adopt protective measures as 
needed. 
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31. The EA inadequately addresses impacts on other wildlife species. Though the development area 
is classified as "crucial winter!yearlong range" for elk and mule deer. and the EA admits that "some 
unquantiflable amount of displacement of elk. mule deer. and prongllorn would undoubtedly occur 
resulting in reduced use of existing habitat." these facts are dismissed on the basis that the proposed 
development area consists of only a small portion of the entire crucial range. This conclusion ignores 
the cumulative impact of the extensive mineral leasing taking place throughout the critical range. 
See response to comment #21 . 
32. The EA gives inadequate consideration to the fact that the development site is located adjacent 
to the Sand Dunes WSA. Though the EA asserts that "WSAs are to be maintained in their natural. 
presumably pristine condition," it admits that "an existing improved road planned for use during 
project activities crosses WSA. " Additionally, with increased access to the region "recreational uses 
and the potential for illegal intrusion into the WSA" could increase. However, the EA dismisses any 
impact on the WSA as "negligible" without giving appropriate consideration to the extensive use 
planned for the access road. 
See response to comment #9. 
JJ. No consideration is given to the cumulative impacts of other existing leases on the Sand Dunes 
WSA. For example. the proposed Bravo Field oil and gas development is also immediately adjacent 
to the Sand Dunes WSA. Increased access to and intrusion into the WSA caused by these two projects, 
among others, is certain to have adverse impacts on the WSA not considered by the HS Resources EA. 
There are four active leases located within the Sand Dunes WSA. All are held by production. The Bravo 
Unit, located 30 miles east of the HSPA, sits north of and adjacent to the East Sand Dunes and east of 
the South Pinnacles WSA. but not adjacent to the Sand Dunes WSA. The 0.5-mile .ccess road within 
the Sand Dunes WSA is used to access valid leases and was in existence on October 21 , 1976. See 
response to comment #9. 
34. All BLM action granting leases or authorizing lease development in the region should be 
postponed until a programmatic or comprehensive EIS is completed. BLM obviously expects heavy 
energy development in the Essex Mountain area in the near future. Trans/ormation of southwest 
Wyoming from open, nearly wild land to an industrial energy development area is a significant 
environmental (!Vent deserving comprehensive decisionlfUJking. BLM should serve the interests of both 
the public and energy industry by completing a comprehensive EIS for development in southwest 
Wyoming to guide the important decisions. Only informed decision making will permit development of 
needed energy resources without sacrificing other resources that are the property and the heritage of 
the American people. 
See responses to comments # I. #2. #3, #26. #27. and #28. 
BIODIVERSITY ASSOCIATES AND FRIENDS OF THE BOW 
35. The EA stat .. "It/his !las could then be provided to companies ... thereby benefl1ling customers 
by making additional gas supplies available and reducing US dependence on foreign energy" 
demonstrates considerable bias towards mineral production and ignores the benefits of undeveloped and 
unroaded public lands - to wildlife and to the public. An EA should determine (quantify and estimate 
\I 
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probability of) t,~~ b~n~flls of dev~/oplMnt. not _rely asSUIM tha~ they exis~ !h~r~ is .no assurance 
thai ucov~rab/~ minerals will b~ found. The final EA should mclud~ thIS m/ormallon. and also 
quantify th~ b~n~fits 0/ th~ no action alternative. 
The impacts of the project, both beneficial and adverse, including the No Action Alternative, are presented 
in Chapter 4 of the EA. BLM believes that the impacts were adequately addressed. See response to 
comment #2. 
36. Our princip/~ concerns involv~ possible impairm~nt of the Sand Dunes WSA and protection 0/ 
raTt, tl"eattlled, endangered, and sensitive specks which may occur in the project area or may be 
impact~d by th~ propos~d proj~ct. The WSA's are the infinitesimal portion 0/ BLM in the state. 
Min.,aI exploralionldev~/oplMnt should not be allow~d to dqfrade th~ last remaining undisturbed 3.3 
p~rcent 0/ th~ BLM lands in th~ stau (or 0.9 percent of th~ entir~ stat~). BLM assessIMnts 0/ the Sand 
Dunes WSA cI~arly indical~ thai it possesses spuial wildlife. geologic. and recrealional values and thai 
it should b~ added to th~ National Wild~rness Preservation System as recomlMnded. 
See responses to comments #9 and #33. 
37. Th~ manag~m~nt plans for th~ Sand Dunes WSA and th~ Greater Sand Dunes ACEC do not 
app~ar to b~ consid~ud in th~ Proj~CI EA. and this is a critical omission. For th~ pub~ic to assess th~ 
Impacts 0/ this proj~CI on these sp~cially-designated areas. th~ sp~cial management requIrements should 
be clearly d~lin~at~d. 
See responses to comments #8, #9, and #33. 
38. Th~ "manag~ment guidance specified/or mineral development in th~ Dra/t GRRA RMPlEIS" 
and other documents should be included in th~ EA so th~ public can determine if ad~quale proteClive 
measuru have be,n applied. 
See response to comment #26. 
39. No roads should b~ upgraded in the pro jut area. There au aluady far too many roads in 
southwest Wyoming. It is becauseliUle or no vehicular traffic has occurred in th~ WSAs that they still 
qualify for Wilderness designation. Hence new roads. or road improvelMnts sho~~d b~ cat~gorically 
prohibited. Has BLM or WGFD set limits on th~ number 0/ roads. or on road densliles./or thIS portion 
0/ Wyoming? Has th.,e been a hard look aI thtimpacts to wildlife. wat~r quality. air quality. primitive 
ucuation. etc../rom unlimit~d road building? These questions need to b~ answered to th~ satisfaction 
0/ th~ public M/or~ this pro jut is allowed to proceed. 
See responses to comments #9 and #33 for roads in WSAs. In other areas, the BLM has no policy setting 
limits on the number of roads, only that roads are constructed to BLM standards for the purpose intended. 
Where possible, the BLM requires use of the same road by different proponents within a given area. 
Properly designed and constructed roads lead to less environmental degradation than roads that appear 
indiscriminately. 
40. Mitigalion IMasures for wildlife (pag~ 1-34) should M sp~cified in the EA. not le/t op~n-#!nthd 
"'iU th~IMd necessary by BLM in consultation with WGFD." Enforceable standJJrds and uquir~IMnts 
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should b~ clearly staled Mfore th~ d~cision is sign~d. giv~n thai habital will be diuctly impacted and 
habital ejJeCliveness will be reduc~d. 
Company committed, mitigation measures will be adhered to. How site-specific measures are applied can 
only be properly determined at the time of construction or during operations depending upon the 
conditions found at the time. The mitigation for wildlife is pan of the EA and is enforceable. However, 
the necessity for panicular mitigation measures (e.g., locked gates) is undetermined 3tthis time. 
41. Clearly. state uquiuments are nuded to protect areas with high erosion pountiaL M~rely 
avoiding damoge, "where possible" is not enough, f,/urther site-specific reclamation procedures" (page 
2-34) hardly qualify as protution. These procedura must b~ determined b~fore th~ decision is sign~d. 
not after. 
These procedures will be determined to the extent necessary before the APD is signed. The company 
committed measure to implement additional site-specific reclamation procedures as determined by BLM 
is provided for to respond to unfore!' ,en need which may not be identified until after authorization is 
granted, Having absolute specific reclamation measures identified and approved may prove-to be adverse 
if BLM does not have the flexibility to determine site conditions and remedies should reclamation 
procedures fail. 
42. Concerned that a 1 mile buffer, during nesting season only, is not sufficient to protect 
raptor/nests in the long-term. Concurrence/rom WGFD and USFWS should be included in the final 
EA. 
A one-mile buffer during nesting is sufficient to protect nesting raptors in the long term , Prior to surface 
disturbing activities, the area would be surveyed at the appropriate time to determine whether the nest(s) 
is active, If the nest is active, construction restrictions would apply between February I and July 31, 
Post-nesting development within the one mile radius is not expected to cause adverse impact to future 
nesting since the raptor would have the choice of utilizing the same nest or selecting another site, 
See re~ponse to comment #20. 
43. Stipulalions that apply specifically to the leases in the project area should be included in the 
final EA so the public can d~termine if they are being meL 
Specific lease stipulations are available for review in the a!fec'ed BLM area office, in this case, the Green 
River Resource Area, The lease stipulations are: (I) seasonal restriction November 15 to April 30 to 
protect big game winter range; (2) seasonal restriction May I to June 30 to protect big game parturition 
areas; (3) No surface occupancy in the SEV.SEV. of Section 19, T, 24 N" R, 103 W"to protect the Sand 
Dunes ACEC, and (4) seasonal restriction February I to July 31 to protect raptor nesting habitat in Section 
19, T, 24 N" R, 103 W, 
44. Activities should not be allowed in important wildlife a,.as such as crucial wint~r range. 
Activities in crucial winter ranges are evaluated on a site-specific and project-specific basis since the 
impacts of different activities vary considerably. For instance. construction and drilling activities would 
not be allowed on crucial winter and parturition ranges during crucial winter and parturition periods since 
these activities are disruptive to big game animals. Routine production activity is not considered 
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disruptive and the presence of a well is even less disruptive. This evaluation detennined that the proposed 
project would not significantly affect big game animals. 
45. Activities should not proceed until management plans/or all sensiJive species, both maml1Ullian 
and plant, are in place.. This is panicularly imponant given that "sixteen /sensitive mommall ... species 
potentially occur in the HSPA " and ''five federally listed candidate plant species" and "seven additional 
state sensitive plant species" potentiolly occur in the HSPA. BLM I7f1Jnuai at 6840.06 (C)(I) requires 
that BLM "determine the distribution, abundance, reason lor current status, and habitat needs 0/ 
candidaJe species ... and evaluaJe the significance of the lands administered by BLM or actions in 
maintaining those species." Therefore, all alternatives analyzed in the subsequent EA or EIS should 
comply with BLM Manual 6840.06 (C)(2)(b) through (d) which require management plans for 
candidate species, specific habitat and population management objectives designed for recovery, 
strategies necessary to meet those objectives, and monitoring 0/ populations and habitats to determine 
whether management objectives are being met These requirements apply to all sensitive species which 
are present and should be included in the final NEPA document 
The Rock Springs District is actively gathering data regarding the presence. location, range, and biological 
health of special status animal and plant species. The District policy requires clearance surveys prior to 
approval of surface disturbing projects in areas of known or potential habitat. This infonnation provides 
BLM with the location of these species. Data gathered through these and other means will be used in 
drafting species-specific habitat management plans. 
46. Li/lle brown bats are listed by WGFD as mammalian species of special concern SSC3-3A with 
"population status or trends unknown ... with ongoing significant loss 0/ habitat" Further development 
should not be allowed in bat habitat 
All bat species found in Wyoming are of concern to the WGFD. Currently, the WGFD is conducting 
inventories of caves and abandoned mines for suitable habitat. All linle brown bat species prefer water 
for foraging and are seldom found over 1/2 mile to water. Roadway and well site locations avoid water 
areas and so linle brown bats would not be affected by this action. 
47. Protection lor sensitive plants is wholly inadequate: "if any such species or habitat is found, 
recommendations lor avoidance would be made. If avoidance is not possible, alternative mitigation 
would be developed." The purpose of the EA is to determine site-specific impacts. The presence of 
sensitive plants, and measures to assure their protection, must be included in the EA. To do otherwise 
is in violation of NEPA. 
Since the presence of candidate plant species on project-required lands would be determined during site-
specific surveys, and it is anticipated that if candidate plants are encountered, they would be avoided. The 
BLM believes that impacts and mitigation measures presented in the EA are adequate. Should the plant 
species be found construction activities would avoid the species. In cases where avoidance is impossible, 
consultat ion with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service would be initiated to determine other acceptable 
mitigation. 
Although the response to comment, #41 regards reclamation, the same principle applies. The BLM 
requires the flexibility to address site-specific issues based upon the conditions found at the time. 
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48. A description of the Sand Dunes WSA from the Wilderness Study Report of the Rock Springs 
Wilderness EIS should be included in the Affected Envirollmellt section. 
The EA sufficiently describes the portions of the Sand Dunes WSA that fall within the cumulative impact 
study area (see Map 3.1). The Rock Springs District Wilderness EIS is referenced and provides 
descriptive detail. The Wilderness EIS is available for review at the Green River Resource Area and the 
Rock Springs District offices. To comply with CEQ regUlations, the EA should be a concise document 
which provides sufficient evidence and analysis for determining whether to prepare an EIS, aids in 
compliance with NEPA when an EIS is not necessary, and facilitates preparation of an EIS when one is 
necessary. The EA has met these requirements. 
49. Section 4.1.4 on mineral resources describes a proposed action, not an environmental 
consequence. 
Section 4.1.4 describes the impacts to the mineral resource, in this case oil and gas, for both the Proposed 
Action and the No Action Alternative. The BLM feels this discussion is adequate. 
50. BLM should make arrangements to eliminate the aisting improved road w/rich crosses the 
WSA. 
See response to comment #9. The existing road that crosses the WSA is consistent with BLM's interim 
WSA policy. 
51. Subsequent environmental documents should assess (1) the population staJus of all threaJened, 
endangered, rare, sensitive, and special concern (WGFD) species, (2) impacts from the proposal on the 
catl!1fories of species mentioned above, and (3) the cumulative impacts of the proposal and other 
development activities taking place or proposed within the range of the biological populations of the 
vulnerable species. 
All subsequent NEPA documents prepared by BLM will assess threatened, endangered, candidate, and 
special status species. as well as cumulative impacts as appropriate. 
SWEETWATER COUNTY. DEPARTMENT OF STAFF RESOURCES AND TECHNICAL SER VICES 
52. SwutwaJer County strongly recommellds HS Resources obtain the permits listed in Table 1.1. 
One of the goals of the Sweetwater County Land Use Plan encourages industrial development but also 
to conserve scenic, historic and other unique areas. The Boar's Tusk area has unique features which 
warrant special consideration. We encourage the natural gas deveiopmentto utilize methods that have 
the least impact on the environment 
HS Resources would obtain all required permits prior to project implementation. Appropriate mitigation, 
monitoring, and design measures will be employed to minimize adverse environmental impacts. 
WYOMING GAME AND FISH DEPARTMENT 
53. Crucial winterlyearlong ranges and parturition grounds impacted by this project were identYlLd 
earlier in scoping commenL However, the EA makes only cursory nuntion o/tllem in the narrative 
on pages 3-16 and 3-17 and tr.aps on pages 3-18 and 3-19 fai/to depict any crucUd ranges aJ aiL The 
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maps should be review~d 10 c/~arly show localions of crucial ranga and parturilion habiwts, and Ihe 
lat should Ihoroughly discuss and analyze impacts 10 Iha~ habitats. 
The BLM believes crucial ranges and parturition grounds are adequately described in the EA. Map 3.4 
depicts mule deer crucial range and, as stated under Section 3.2.2.1 Big Game - Elk, "[tJhe entire HSPA 
(12,800 acres) represents 4.4 percent of the crucial range for the herd and I percent of the total herd area 
(WGFD 1991 , 1995 b)." In other words, the entire HSPA is crucial winter range and therefore was not 
necessary to map. Map 3.5 depicts elk and deer birthing areas and one mile radius around a raptor nest . 
54. S~rallit~raluu sourca are cil~d in Ihe discussion of big game impacls (pages 4-16 and 4-17). 
How~r, Ih~ mosl applicab/~ sludy, Rydtr (1986), has evid~nlly nol been consulled. Because of Ihe 
unu,u~ daert dwdling nalure of Ihis elk herd, Ihe sludy is v~ry rdevanl and should be incorporaled. 
One ucommendalion of Ihal sludy was to limil d~/opmenl in Ihe Essex Mounlain area. BLM should 
fully consider Ihis sludy in its impact analysis and seleclion of allernaliva. 
BLM believes that potential impacts to big game are adequately assessed in the EA and appropriate 
mitigation is incorporated into the Proposed Action to ensure no unnecessary or significant adverse 
impacts would occur from exploration drilling. In the event the exploratory drilling results in the 
discovery of economically producible quantities of natural gas, BLM will require the preparation of a field 
development EIS that will include full consideration of the Ryder study in the impact analysis and 
alternative selections. Included in the analysis will be the overlaying of all elk observations in the 
Steamboat DAU onto a map of operating oil and gas wells to analyze the level of tolerance elk have for 
the level of disturbance associated with full field development. 
55. Section 4.2.2.2 is inconsislenlwilh 40 CFR 1500.I(b) and 1502.25 which require I.ad ag.ncia 
10 provide accurate scientific analysa and sci.nlific inlegrity. Allhough .Ik have pion.er.d mosl 
suitable habillllS in Ihe area, Ihey au rauly obstrud in the Nilchi. Gulch, Pin. Canyon, Cedar 
Canyon, and Long Canyon areas which contain intensive oil and gas d~tlopmtnt in otherwise suitable 
habilaL Scoping commenls specifically uqualed BLM 10 overlay all elk observalions in Ihe SleambOal 
DA U onlo a map of operaling oil and gas w~11s to iIIustrale Ihelevel of lolerance .Ik have for Ihis type 
of disturbance. This very basic and revealing analysis was nol performed in puparalion of Ihe EA. 
The distribution analysis should be done to support an adequale disc/osure of impaclS. 
See response to comment #54. 
56. Full Field developmenl in Ih~ Essex Mountain ar~a will seriouslycompromis~ Ihe crucialwinltr 
range and parturilion habitat in Ih~ area, npecially for elk. Failure 10 idenlify compensalory 
miligation in Section 4.2.2.4 make "no act;on" the only dt/ensiblt alternative under the provisions 0/ 
NEPA. Failure to secuu .nforceable, ex~culable commilm~nts from Ihe company 10 develop 
compensatory miligalion is inconsislenl wilh 40 CFR 1500.1(0) - "The regulalions Ihal follow 
imp/~menl Section 102(2). Their purpose is 10 tell f edtral agencin whallhey musl do 10 comply wilh 
the procwurn ... of the Act;" 40 CFR 1500.2 (/) - "federal agencia shall, 10 the fullal atenl possible, 
use all practicable means ... IO rnlore and enhance Ih~ quality of Ihe human environmenl and avoid or 
minimize any possible adverse ~//ects of Iheir aCllon ... ;" and 40 CFR 1500.6 - "Agencia shall review 
their policies, procedura, and rqulations ... and ,evis~ tll~m as n~cQsary to insll'~ /1111 complianc~ willi 
tll~ pllrpOSes and provisions of tll~ Act " 
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The Proposed Action is not for full field development. The Proposed Action is for three wells: discovery, 
confirmation, and delineation. Should the first well drilled prove to be nonproductive, there is a chance 
the other two wells would not be drilled. In this light, the BLM feels the impacts to the crucial winter 
range, given the mitigation incorporated into the Proposed Action, is not significant and therefore, 
compensatory mitigation (i.e., habitat replacement) is not a necessary consideration. 
These are valid, existing leases and the holder has a right to explore for the leased mineral while 
minimizing impacts to other important resources. Seasonal restrictions apply. Should these three wells 
prove to be productive, the BLM would not allow additional disturbance until a field development EIS 
is approved. The EIS would review appropriate compensatory mitigation (e.g. directional drilling, habitat 
replacement) at that time. 
58. Allhe minimum, to fUlfill public disc/osure requirements of NEPA, BLM should idenlify and 
analyze specific miligalion allernalive which would mainlain habilal e//eclivenas for elk, mule deer, 
and reslore habilal .ffecliveness following the operalion /40 CFR 1500.2(e) and (/)/. Mainlaining 
habilal e//ecliveness will require developmenl and enhancemenl of subslilute or replacemenl r£sourca 
/40 CFR 1508.20 (e)/. In its decision record, BLM should discuss whelher all practical means hau 
been incorporated to avoid or minimize environmental harm (including detJ~Jopment 0/ substitute 
resources), and if nol, why Ihey were not /40 CFR 1505.2(c). 
See response to comment #54. BLM' s Decision Record, based on the EA for the proposed exploratory 
drilling proposal, has conclude!! that given the incorporation of all practicable means to avoid or minimize 
environmental harm, the HS Resources ' Proposed Action will not have any significant impacts on the 
human environment. 
59. The public has been very sensili"e abOUI issues a//ecling Ihe Sleamboal Elk Herd. The EA 
should be reissued addressing Ihe public disclosure ile".. idenlified in comments 1-4 so Ihe public has 
ad~quate in/ormation and opportunity to comm~nt on tllis proposaL 
The BLM believes that the potential environmental impacts from the HS Resources exploratory proposal 
have been adequately assessed in the EA. The BLM and the operator believe they have incorporated all 
practicable means to avoid or minimize environmental degradation. A re-issuance of the EA is not 
warranted. 
60. Anolher allernative which BLM should analyze would allow "discovery" well #1 10 be drill~d 
based on th~ current EA , since th~ well is more than one mi/~ from Essex Mountain and outsid~ crucial 
big game habitlllS. If Ihe well is unsuccessful, no further aclion would be needed. However, an EIS 
should be compleled if w.1I #1 is successful, in order 10 adequalely addrns the more serious concerns 
raised by Comments 1-4, which apply 10 wells 2 and 3. 
BLM does not believe that it is necessary to restrict HS Resources to the single # I "discovery" well and 
require an EIS if successful on the basis of that discovery. Insufficient information would be available 
to adequately ascertain the northerly extension of the reservoir or to realistically define a logical proposed 
development scenario and altemative(s) for analys is in an EIS . BLM believes, as the EA analysis 
demonstrates, that with incorporation of all the HS Resources committed mitigation measures, including 
BLM requi red measures, all three exploratory wells can be drilled and not cause significant environmental 
harm. 
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STATE OF WYOMING, OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR 
61. We encourage you to grant HS Resources, Incorporated approval to commence operations for 
the proposed action, in this area immediately. Within the project area there are seven producing gas 
wells with applicable access roads and pipelines. These wells have not caused an adverse effects 10 the 
environmenL The impact of additional drilling should be very minimal and yet helpful to the area 
economically. 
Thank you fur the comment. 
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